VI. E-4 — FRISCO LINE CORRIDOR CONSIDERATIONS

CORRIDOR DESCRIPTION
Corridor E-4 was one of eight existing freight rail corridors in the Dallas-Fort Worth area
studied for the feasibility of implementing commuter rail, light rail, or other forms of

transit service.

Corridor E-4 is a Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) line that extends
between Carrollton and Frisco, a distance of approximately 19.5 route miles. Exhibit VI-
1 shows the corridor location in relation to the entire system. The BNSF owns all of the
right-of-way along the E-4 Corridor. The right-of-way is consistently 100 feet in width

with some locations being as much as 300 feet in width.

The current maximum operating speed limit is 49 mph for freight trains. The line is not
equipped with a railroad signal system and is operated under Track Warrant Control
(TWC) rules. Approximately 12 to 14 freight trains operate over the line each day.

About one-half of the trains operated are unit rock trains.



EXHIBIT VI-1

E-4 CORRIDOR LOCATION MAP
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Existing Track Conditions

The E-4 Carrollton to Frisco rail corridor consists of a single main track with one 6,258-
foot long passing siding located at Hebron (located between Parker Road and SH-121)
and an interchange/connecting siding with the DGNO at Bliss (located just northeast of

Carrollton).

The track consists mostly of 115-pound and 132-pound rail on timber ties. All of the rail
will need ultrasonic inspection before passenger service can be operated over the track.

There are four industrial spur tracks located on the E-4 corridor as presented in Exhibit

VI-2.
EXHIBIT VI-2
E-4 INDUSTRIAL SPUR TRACK LOCATIONS
Owner Location
TXI at Camey MP 690.3
Martin Marietta MP 686.0
Unidentified grain elevator MP 685.6
Unidentified lumber distributor MP 685.4

There are no intermodal facilities or other rail/truck transfer facilities in the E-4, Carrollton
to Frisco, rail corridor. A fact sheet summarizing the existing conditions and issues for

the E-4 corridor is shown in Exhibit VI-3.
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EXHIBIT VI-3

E-4 CORRIDOR FACT SHEET

Owner(s) of the line BNSF
Operator(s) of the line | BNSF
Trackage rights None
Length of the corridor | 19.5 miles

Average trains per
weekday

12 to 14 (approximately half are rock trains)

Track summary

= Single track with one siding at Hebron.
= No railroad signaling.
» Maximum speed is 48 mph.

Railroad crossings

= Twenty-six (26) at-grade highway/railroad crossings.

» Six (6) grade-separated highway/railroad crossings.

» Two (2) at-grade railroad/railroad crossings and one (1)
over-crossing.

Jurisdictions

= Carrollton, through The Colony, ends in Frisco.

Industrial sidings

= Six

Corridor issues

= Upscale homes along tracks in Frisco.
» Need to add CTC signal system.

Schematic of the Corridor

A schematic diagram of the E-4 Corridor may be found in Exhibit VI-4.
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E-4 Carroliton To Frisco

EXHIBIT VI-4

E-4 CORRIDOR SCHEMATIC

Match Line - See B Match Line ﬁee [] Legend N
1 Mainline {OP) Overpass A
—— . — Road (UP) Underpass
Hebion Plwy Dallas Plwy. === Branch/Siding NTS
— Bodge
Wk ot Dallas Pkwy.
MPags 1 ke nd
R de Pkwy.
Legacy Dr.
[—— Peters Colony Rd.
WP Eas 3 .\ N
[T T wPesss M Stewart Creek
g Private Crossing
Frankford Rd. Morth Frontage
Rd. L US-380 (OP)
South Frontage
Rd%‘I 1ag [T IF Pervin Branch
[—— Old Mill Rd. e o
MPEAT & HH
enton County Collin County Collin County
allas County joeimen County, i Rd. 26
MPET A MF eS80
Lebanon Rd.f
Inf ion Ave.
——  Trinity Mills Blvd. IPURI ¢ (UFr)
SH-190 George wessn M
|—— Bush Turnpike
(U.P)
Collin
[— Trinity Mills Rd. P B0 e MPEszs Collin County
P as03 Rd. 24
Camey uessze M
SH-121 (O.P)
Vrome GRS Collin County
Rd. 1043/FM 23
——— Keller Springs Rd. HEmg _; [*
wposys M Panther Creek
Hebron Windh Phwy.
Josey Ln. (UP)
MP oI H wePes p—gt
Collin County
Rd. 710 (U.P)
s
" [ Ryan/Perryn Ave . 2
Eﬁ?ss e ——— Private Crossing
MP TOOO ke
Cu Rd.
FM 712
4 Cottonwood
Broadway St. Plano Pkwy. L Creek
(it 544) [l //-
Frisco
MP 258
Union Pacific i
— == Denton Dr. Main St. (FM 720)8
o CETTERE S !
———1 BeltLine Rd. Kansas City Elm St.
Efmr{dm Southern \
o0 | O]

VI-5



Detailed Information

This section contains detailed information for the bridges, culverts, and railroad/highway
grade crossings and grade separations located along the 19.5 miles of the E-4 corridor

between Carrollton and Frisco.

There are three railroad/railroad crossings in the E-4 corridor. The two at-grade
railroad/railroad crossings are located in Carrollton and are both crossings of the BNSF
with the Union Pacific Railroad. The other railroad crossing is a grade-separated
crossing with the Kansas City Southern Railroad over the BNSF at MP 694.4 located

between Hebron Parkway and Plano Parkway.

There are a total of 32 railroad/highway at-grade crossings and highway grade
separations in the 19.5 miles of the E-4 corridor between Carrollton and Frisco. Of the
32 crossings, 24 are at-grade public crossings, 2 are private crossings, and 6 are grade-
separated overpasses or underpasses. The crossing equipment and surfaces for the at-
grade crossings are in good condition. A detailed listing of the railroad/highway grade

crossings and overpasses/underpasses is provided in Exhibit VI-5.
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EXHIBIT VI-5

RAIL/HIGHWAY CROSSINGS AND OVER/UNDER PASSES

Milepost | Highway ﬁﬁsgtcé Warning Devices Buor-rl;ber
700.1 Belt Line Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates TBD
700.2 Broadway Street Public Lights/Bells/Gates TBD
700.3 Denton Drive Public Lights/Bells/Gates 627149T
699.5 Ryan / Perry Public Lights/Bells/Gates 672148L
699.0 Josey Lane Public Lights/Bells/Gates 672147E
698.7 Keller Springs Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates 6695268
697.7 Trinity Mills Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates 669376V
697.6 SH-190 (George Bush Public Underpass 65113V
Tollway)
697.5 Trinity Mills Boulevard Public Lights/Bells/Gates 675114C
697.3 Old Mill Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates 672146X
696.7 Frankford Road Public Flashers 669511L
696.2 Eters Colony Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates 673388W
695.7 Rosemeade Parkway Public Lights/Bells/Gates 672145R
694.8 Hebron Parkway Public Lights/Bells/Gates 6721443
693.8 Plano Pkway (FM 544) Public Lights/Bells/Gates 672142V
693.6 Culpepper Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates 672141N
693.4 Parker Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates TBD
692.5 Windhaven Parkway Public Underpass 675115J
690.9 SH-121 Public Overpass 672139M
688.5 Information Avenue Public Underpass 672136S
686.8 South Frontage Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates 675184S
686.7 North Frontage Road Public Lights/Bells/Gates 675183K
686.5 Private crossing Private | Stop signs TBD
685.8 Elm Street Public Crossbucks 672133W
685.7 FM 720 Public Lights/Bells/Gates 672132P
684.9 County Road (FM 712) Public Crossbucks & Stop signs| 672131H
684.4 Private Crossing Private Stop signs 672130B
683.7 Collin County Road 710 | Public Underpass 672128A
683.0 Collin County Road 23 Public Crossbucks 672127T
682.5 Collin County Road 24 Public Crossbucks 672126L
681.5 Collin County Road 26 Public Crossbucks 672125E
681.0 US-380 Public Overpass 672124X

Source: URS Corp. 2003
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A total of 23 bridges and 48 culverts are located along the 19.5 miles between Carrollton
and Frisco. Of the 23 bridges, 5 are timber pile trestles, 4 are steel bridges, 13 are
concrete bridges, and 1 bridge over County Road 710 is unidentified as to its
construction. Of the bridges seen, the bridges are in good condition. A detailed list of
the bridges and culverts are provided in Exhibit VI-6.

EXHIBIT VI-6

RAILROAD BRIDGES AND CULVERTS

Milepost | Bridge Type Length Remarks

Concrete box girder, 2 spans at 96’ , ,
700.0 each, ballasteg deck, 2 trr)acks 192 Located at Bliss
699.4 Corrugated metal pipe 36" x 52’
699 1 Steel through plate girder, ballasted 186’

' deck
698.9 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 44’
698.6 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck 137’
698.3 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 30’
698.1 Corrugated metal pipe 102" x 56’
Over SH-190
697.6 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck Unknown (George Bush
Tollway)

697.1 Concrete arch culvert 6'x 6’ x48
696.5 Timber pile trestle, open deck 138’
695.7 Corrugated metal pipe 24"
695.6 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 36’
695.3 Steel I-beam, concrete abutments, 54

open deck
695.2 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck 56’
694.6 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 48’
694.5 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 50’
694.3 Timber pile trestle, open deck 42"
694.1 Corrugated metal pipe 36" x 36’
693.8 Corrugated metal pipe 36" x 36’
693.4 Corrugated metal pipe 60" X 76’
693.2 Cast iron pipe 34" x 60’
693.1 Concrete arch culvert 20'x17’x60’
693.0 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 43’
692.9 Corrugated metal pipe 36" x 58’
692.8 Corrugated metal pipe 36" x 52’
692.7 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 56’
692.6 Corrugated metal pipe 36" x 72
692 5 Steel I-beam through girder, concrete Unknown Over Windhaven

) abutments, ballasted deck, two tracks Parkway
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Milepost | Bridge Type Length Remarks
692.4 Multi-plate pipe 84" x 54’
692.3 Corrugated metal pipe 24" X 46’
692.2 Concrete box culvert 6’ X 6'x47
692.0 Corrugated metal pipe 30" x 84’
691.8 Concrete box gir,der, ballasted deck, 112

four spans at 28’ each
691.4 Corrugated metal pipe 78"
691.1 Corrugated metal pipe 48" x 40’
689.8 Concrete I-girder, ballasted deck 125’
689.5 Vitrified concrete pipe 25" x 42’
689.4 Corrugated metal pipe 24" X 48’
689.3 Reinforced concrete pipe 36" x 17
689.0 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck 47’
688.8 Concrete I-girder, ballasted deck 82’
688 5 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck Unknown Over Information

) Avenue
688.0 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck Unknown
687.8 Concrete box culvert 4 x4’ x 60’
687.4 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck 125’
687.0 Timber pile trestle, open deck 51
686.8 Multi-plate pipe 78"
686.8 Corrugated metal pipe 60"
686.4 Concrete box girder, ballasted deck 193’ Stewart Creek
685.8 Cast iron pipe 8" x 40’
685.6 Reinforced concrete pipe 48"
685 1 Timber pile trestle, open deck 69’ Cottonwood
' Creek

684.9 Cast iron pipe 24" x 22’
684.9 Cast iron pipe 36" x 24’

Two 24" Vitrified concrete pipe with 24”
684.8 . .

corrugated metal pipe extension
684.6 Corrugated metal pipe 66" x 80’
684.1 Corrugated metal pipe 24" x 36’
683.7 Unknown Unknown Over Collin

County Rd 710

683.6 Timber pile trestle, open deck 340’ Panther Creek
683.1 Cast iron pipe 36" x 20’

Concrete deck, two spans 56’ South of County
682.6

Road 24

682.5 Corrugated metal pipe 72" X 66’
681.9 Corrugated metal pipe 72" X 66’
681.2 Steel I-beam 84’ South of US-380

Source: URS Corp. 2003
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Photos Taken in the Corridor

During the physical inspection of the E-4 Corridor, photographs were taken of various
features and conditions along the line. Photographs were taken of as many of the
bridges, highway crossings, overpasses, underpasses, sidings, track conditions, special
conditions or constraints, and general right-of-way conditions and features as possible.

The photographs taken along the corridor are included at the end of this chapter.

Existing Land Use

A baseline land use survey was conducted by NCTCOG staff at the onset of the
Regional Rail Corridor Study. The major focus of this study was to help locate specific
areas along the corridors that possess characteristics that could support the
development of a rail station and/or transit-oriented development. Baseline land use
maps and the associated station location information for the corridor may be found

following the corridor photographs.

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRAINTS
A number of infrastructure issues and constraints should be addressed in order to
establish regional rail passenger service within this corridor. Identified infrastructure
constraints include the following considerations:
¢ The track should be replaced along the entire corridor due to the poor condition of
the rail, ties and ballast. Passing tracks will be required at stations and other
convenient locations. Turnouts located in the main track that serve industrial
tracks should be upgraded when the main track is upgraded. Future installation of
double track should not be precluded. The bridges on the line are in good

condition with several being relatively new. Highway/railroad at-grade crossings
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with minimal crossing protection will have to be improved with the installation of
warning devices such as lights, bells, and gates, with train speed predictors.
Existing crossings with high volumes of auto traffic should be improved with four
gquadrant gates, median dividers, and train speed predictors.

¢ Centralized Traffic Control (CTC) will be required over the entire corridor if
maximum train speed is to exceed 59 mph. The installation of CTC should include
provisions for bi-directional running, electric switch locks on all turnouts located in
main track, and should be dispatched from a local control point such as an existing
TRE or DART facility.

o Compatibility with the existing DART light rail system is an issue in Carrollton, the
at-grade BNSF and UP railroad crossings, and continuity of travel between
Carrollton and Dallas.

¢ Noise mitigation may be of concern to residents in the newer developments in

Frisco due to the proximity of the new homes to the railroad track.

DEFINITION OF FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES

The Regional Rail Corridor Study considered three primary types of options for the rail
corridors under study. Regional rail, light rail, and bus rapid transit were the primary
modes or options considered. A screening process took place for each corridor to
determine if all three options were reasonable or if a subset was more appropriate. The

discussion of options pertinent to Corridor E-4 follows.
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Description of Modal Alternatives in Corridor E-4

Regional Rail

The regional rail alternative would provide regional rail passenger service along the
BNSF Corridor between Carrollton and Frisco. Passing tracks would be required at
stations and other convenient locations. Train control and sighal systems would be
upgraded. Highway/railroad at-grade crossings with minimal crossing protection but
high volumes of automotive traffic will have to be improved with the installation of
warning devices such as lights, bells, and gates. Five regional rail passenger stations
would be constructed along the E-4 Corridor between the Carrollton Intermodal Center
at Belt Line Road and Frisco. The locations of new stations must be determined with
consideration for the BNSF freight traffic. Exhibit VI-7 contains the basic assumptions
for stations, feeder bus access, and park-and-ride locations that were evaluated for this
modal alternative. Exhibit VI-8 shows the Regional Rail Alternative for the E-4 Corridor.

EXHIBIT VI-7

REGIONAL RAIL SERVICE ASSUMPTIONS

Regional Rail (headways = 20 minutes/60 minutes)

Stations* Local Bus Park-and-Ride
Downtown Carrollton / Belt Line Yes Yes
Hebron Yes Yes
Windhaven Drive / Austin Ranch Yes Yes
South Frisco Yes Yes
Frisco CBD / FM 720 Yes Yes
North Frisco No Yes

* Station locations, feeder bus and park-and-ride designations are all approximate and would be
refined in later phases of study.
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EXHIBIT VI-8

REGIONAL RAIL ALTERNATIVE FOR THE E-4 CORRIDOR
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Light Rall

The light rail alternative would provide light rail transit (LRT) service within the E-4
Corridor. A LRT line would be constructed along the BNSF Corridor between Carrollton
and Frisco, interlining with the DART Northwest LRT line at the Carrollton Intermodal
Center at Belt Line Road. New track would be constructed at-grade within the railroad
right-of-way. Six additional LRT passenger stations would be constructed along the E-4
Corridor between the Intermodal Center at Belt Line Road and Frisco. The exact
locations of new stations must be determined in later phases of project development.
Exhibit VI-9 contains the basic assumptions for stations, feeder bus access, and park-
and-ride locations that were evaluated for LRT Modal Alternative. Exhibit VI-10 shows
the Light Rail Alternative for the E-4 Corridor.

EXHIBIT VI-9

LIGHT RAIL SERVICE ASSUPTIONS

Light Rail (headways = 10 minutes/20 minutes)

Stations* Local Bus Park-and-Ride
Downtown Carrollton/Belt Line Yes Yes
Josey/Keller Springs Yes No
Frankford Yes No
Hebron Yes Yes
Windhaven Drive/Austin Ranch Yes Yes
Frisco CBD/FM 720 Yes Yes
US 380 No Yes

* Station locations, feeder bus and park-and-ride designations are all approximate and would be
refined in later phases of study.

VI-14




EXHIBIT VI-10

LIGHT RAIL ALTERNATIVE FOR THE E-4 CORRIDOR
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Bus Rapid Transit

Bus rapid transit was not considered a viable alternative for the E-4 Corridor because of
the presence of freight rail traffic currently utilizing the existing BNSF tracks within the
corridor. In addition, there were no parallel streets or highways to offer an alternative to

the rail right-of-way.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
Two different modal alternatives were evaluated for this corridor:
¢ Regional rail with transfer

¢ Light rail without transfer

In addition to the assumptions pertaining to different technologies and operating
characteristics (station locations, headways, operating speeds, and supply of feeder
buses at stations), the relationship of the E-4 Corridor to the others in the regional

system was also considered.

One of the key evaluation or performance indicators used projected 2030 average
weekday ridership. The complete list of performance indicator is found in Chapter Il —
Corridor Description and Evaluation. In order to streamline the development of travel
forecasts for the Regional Rail Corridor Study, the various modal alternatives containing
regional or light rail for each corridor were combined into a series of rail system
alternatives for forecasting. Several of the corridors also serve travel markets that
interact or compete with each other, so it was important to design the system forecasts
to minimize this interrelationship as much as possible. Travel demand forecasts for four

rail system alternatives were developed initially, along with BRT system alternative maps
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showing these system alternatives. Ridership summaries for these system alternatives

are also contained in Chapter Il of this report.

Ridership Summary

In order to optimize the performance of the E-4 Corridor in the rail system developed for
the Final Run Recommended Alternative the regional rail line from Frisco was interlined
along the Burlington Northern/Santa Fe Corridor to the Trinity Railway Express Corridor
to provide direct service to the Dallas CBD. This route is shown in purple in Exhibit VI-

11.

Exhibit VI-12 presents projected average weekday ridership resulting from each of the
rail system alternatives for the E-4 Corridor (see Chapter Il for a complete description).
In Rail System Alternative 1, the E-4 Corridor was tested as a regional rail line from
Frisco to Dallas, with a transfer to DART’s Northwest LRT line at Beltline Road in
Carrollton. Rail System Alternative 4 assumed a light rail line interlining with DART'’s
Northwest LRT line, providing service from Frisco to Dallas CBD and beyond. Reported
ridership for this alternative is for the portion of the line between Belt Line Station and

the line’s terminus in Frisco.

As explained in Chapter Il, the ridership resulting from the Rail System Alternatives was
used to compare the performance of the modal alternatives for each corridor. The best
performing option, which for E-4 would be either regional rail or light rail, was then the
recommendation for the corridor and, consequently, included in the Final Run
Recommended Alternative. Exhibit VI-12 shows the ridership from the Final Run

Recommended Alternative as well.
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EXHIBIT VI-11

REGIONAL RAIL CORRIDOR STUDY — FINAL RUN RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
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EXHIBIT VI-12

E-4 CORRIDOR RIDERSHIP

Average Weekday
Travel Forecast Technology Ridership
Rail System Alternative 1 | Regional rail with transfer 7,600
Rail System Alternative 4 | Light rail transit without transfer 8,400
Final (2007) Regional rail — interlined to Dallas 3,000*
Final (2030) Regional rail - interlined to Dallas 5,500*
Final (2030 Adjusted) Regional rail - interlined to Dallas 6,500**

*Recommended alternative

**Ridership adjusted to account for interlining of lines

It should be noted, that the 2030 ridership for this corridor was adjusted upward in order
to reflect ridership gains resulting from the interlining of the proposed line in this corridor
with other rail lines in the background network. It is assumed that interlining benefits are
not reflected in station ridership data along a given corridor, the sum of which constitutes
total corridor ridership. This adjustment was based on rail link gateway volumes at the

terminus of the corridor. (See Chapter Il for additional explanation.)

To properly stage the recommended alternative, corridor ridership was also generated
for the year 2007, measuring the impact of demographics growth on the proposed
alternative. The process leads to the identification of corridors worthy of priority

implementation.

An important step in transit ridership analysis involves detailed reviews of projected
passenger boardings and alightings at each station. Station riders by mode of access
(walk, auto, feeder bus, and where applicable, transfers from other rail lines) were

reviewed for accuracy and reasonableness. Shortcomings in network design as well as
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some coding errors can be identified as part of this review. Exhibit VI-13 presents 2007
and 2030 ridership by station for the Final Run Recommended Alternative. Corridor line
ridership is the sum of demand at stations along a given line, except for where corridor
line ridership has been adjusted to account for interlining.

EXHIBIT VI-13

FINAL RUN RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE BOARDINGS BY STATION

Regional Rail Boardings
Corridor Stations 2007 2030
E-4 Frisco North 390 1,400
Frisco CBD/FM 720 550 1,200
South Frisco 490 570
Hebron 670 900
Windhaven/Austin 190 300
Downtown Carrollton/Belt Line 730 1,200
Line Ridership 3,020 5,570

Source: NCTCOG-DFWRTM

Performance Evaluation

Each modal alternative considered for the Regional Rail Corridor Study was evaluated
with a set of performance indicators. The corridors were scored based upon a five point
system with five indicating a good score and one indicating a bad score. The individual
criteria scores were then added to reflect a total score for each alternative, including a
performance benchmark representing the overall cost effectiveness of each option.

Exhibit VI-14 contains a summary of the final performance of the E-4 Corridor.

VI-20



EXHIBIT VI-14

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY FOR CORRIDOR E-4

Evaluation Criteria E-4 Regional Rail Score

Performance benchmark (annual | $7.50 4

cost per annual rider)

Total daily ridership forecast 6,500 3

One-way trip time (minutes) 33 5

Estimated capital cost (millions) $161.4 5

Estimated annual O&M cost $9.40 5

(millions)

Local authority and funding None 1

Community acceptance Community may be open to acceptance of 3
regional rail type service.

Ease of implementation Use of right-of-way must be negotiated 4
with the BNSF.

Connectivity with existing and Regional rail will require transfer to DART 4

planned transit operations at Carrollton for some route choices.

Compatibility with freight railroad | Regional rail equipment is compatible. 3

operations

Serves area of unmet mobility Serves area of severe capacity deficiency 4

need

Impact upon adjacent highways Benefit to adjacent highway is equivalent 4

and air quality to one lane in each direction.

Transit oriented development TOD potential exists. 2

potential

TOTAL SCORE 46

The E-4 Corridor scored 46 points in the overall evaluation.

The performance

benchmark was $7.50 (score = 4 points), based on a total daily ridership forecast of

6,500 riders (score = 3 points). The costs for the corridor include an estimated annual

operating and maintenance cost of $9.40 million (score = 5 points) and total capital cost

for regional rail development of $161.4 million (score = 5 points). Estimated trip time to

travel one way, the length of the corridor is 33 minutes (score = 5 points). The project

has no existing transit authority or funding designated for it at this time (score = 1 point),

but the community may be open to a regional rail service (score = 3 points). The right-

of-way must be negotiated with the BNSF Railroad (score = 4 points). Use of Federal
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Railroad Administration (FRA) compliant regional rail technology in the corridor will
require a transfer to the DART system at Carrollton in order to access other transit
options in the region (score = 4 points), but is compatible with local freight operations
(score = 3 points). The roadway capacity deficiency in the parallel corridor is severe, so
the E-4 regional rail implementation would assist with unmet mobility needs (score = 4
points). The ridership projections for the corridor are equivalent to one lane of vehicular
traffic in each direction, thereby aiding air quality efforts in the region (score = 4 points).

Some transit oriented development potential exists (score = 2 points).

CORRIDOR RECOMMENDATIONS

The final recommendation for the E-4 Corridor is shown in Exhibit VI-15. Regional rail
operating from Frisco to the DART LRT station at the Carrollton Intermodal Center at
Belt Line Road is shown, with potential interlining to downtown Dallas along the
Burlington Northern/Trinity Railway Express combination shown in Exhibit VI-15. The
station locations shown in Exhibit VI-15 are for planning purposes only and would be

refined as a more detailed Alternatives Analysis study of the corridor is conducted.

The E-4 Corridor was in the top range of corridor scores, when compared to all of the
corridors. The 2007 ridership estimates were high enough to indicate the need for near
term (5-10 years) rail development in the corridor. The decision to implement regional

rail service in this corridor should be part of a future corridor Alternatives Analysis.
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EXHIBIT VI-15

FINAL RECOMMENDATION FOR THE E-4 CORRIDOR
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